The House of Lords
that arrest, and, as it does so, embraces all the irrationali-
ties in its constitutional position.
For the irony of that position is that a chamber acutely
aware of its own defectiveness is unable to find the means
of its reform. As soon as the question is asked, what is
it to be reformed for? it emerges that no answer can"be
given upon which party differences admit of an agreed
answer. Conservatives want to reform it in order, at
bottom, to postpone reforms which threaten a change
they deem too drastic in the present class-structure of
society; Socialists, precisely to prevent that postponement.
The kind of reform that would emerge on the one view
is incompatible with the kind of reform that would emerge
on the other. The longer the debate continues, moreover,
the more honestly, indeed, it is conducted, the less room
does there appear for compromise. We are in the curious
position that each party seeks to avoid the issue—the
Conservative Party was pledged to reform in  1925—
because it knows that any proposals it puts forward will
be regarded by the other side as a decisive challenge.
But that delay does not mitigate differences; rather, it
tends to exacerbate them. For its result is merely to bring
nearer, on the assumption that constitutional govern-
ment is preserved, the day when, from the necessities
of its position, a Labour Government will be compelled
to remove the House of Lords from its path; and it is
certain that both the method and purpose of that removal
will provoke passionate antagonism from the opponents
of Labour.
It is curious to note how different the position seemed
to Bagehot when he surveyed it seventy years ago. The
House of Lords, he thought, "is quite safe from rough
destruction but it is not safe against inward decay* . * .
Its danger is not in assassination but atrophy; not aboli-
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